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Figure 6-1. Infrastructure Overview and Locations Requiring Veliger/Mussel Control
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Table 7-2. Multi-Criteria Analysis Categories and Resulting Rankings for Mussel Control Alternatives

N4

Alternative

MCA Category Scoring From 1to 5 (5 is Best)

Life-cycle - - Need for : : Additional Overall Risk
Cost Permitting | Constructability Secondary O&M Footprint | Complexity Testing Required Protection

1. River Infiltration Gallery 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 ]
2a.Chemical Feed at Freeman 1 2 2 5 1 1 1 2
2b.Chemical Feed After Desilting

Basin 1 2 2 5 1 1 1 2
3. Pond Infiltration Gallery 2 5 4 2 2 2 1 5
4. Increased Pumping at Recharge

Basin 3 4 4 2 5 1 5 5
5a.Chemical Feed Before Moss

Screen 4 4 4 3 2 2 2 2
5b.Chemical Feed After Moss 4 4 4 2 2 2 2 9

Screen
6. Pre-Reservoir Chemical Feed 4 3 3 1 3 2 2 3
7. Non-Capital Facility Control 5 5 5 1 5 3 5 2

MCA Category Weightings: 30% 5% 5% 10% 5% 10% 10% 25%
— N
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ALTERNATIVE

Non-Capital Facility Control 1.00
Increased Pumping at Recharge Basin 0.99
Pond Infiltration Gallery 0.80
Chemical Feed Before Moss Screen 0.80

3 (TIE)
3 (TIE)
<NU 1[I Pre-Reservoir Chemical Feed 0.80
Chemical Feed After Moss Screen 0.77
River Infiltration Gallery 0.55
6 (TIE)

6 (TIE)

Chemical Feed at Freeman 0.48

Chemical Feed After Desilting Basin 0.48

7,/\( Most likely to guarantee 100% removal of quagga veligers ~ \J

RELATIVE OVERALL RISK
PERFORMANCE | PROTECTION
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20-YEAR LIFE CYCLE COST

(MILLIONS OF $)

$22.8
$32.4
$10.6
S4.7
$8.4
$41.8
$45.3
$22.8

$41.0
$53.5
$24.6
$10.5
$19.0
$100
$85.6
$53.5
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SCENARIO NO. 1

Daytime Demand Met by
Abundant Surface Water

OPERATIONAL SCENARIOS
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